Potential risk factors for 7. gondiiseropositivity in pregnant women of Ethiopia

1. History of abortion/ miscarraige (yes/no)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Biyansa et al., 2019 —il— 1.32( 0.75, 2.34) 23.13
Teweldemedhin et al., 2019 —.— 1.08( 067, 1.74) 3324
Negero et al., 2017 ——=—— 388( 1.13, 1327) 496
Negussie et al., 2017 . 0.62( 0.06, 6.02) 1.45
Gelaye et al., 2015 s 1.24( 0.56, 2.73) 11.99
Awoke et al., 2015 —— 258( 1.50, 4.46) 2522
Overall < 1.52( 115, 2.00)
Heterogeneity: I = 43.69%, H = 1.78
Test of 8; = 0;: Q(5)=8.88,p=0.11
Test for overall effect: z=2.98, p=0.00
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Fixed-effects inverse-variance model: history of abortion/miscarriage
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2. Age category (>35 & 15-34)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Teweldemedhin et al., 2019 —J— 927( 493, 1745) 1821
Jula et al., 2018 —— 1.93( 0.68, 547) 12.55
Ahmed et al., 2017 | 095( 020, 447) 782
Negero et al., 2017 —— 225( 1.09, 4.62) 16.88
Yohanes et al., 2017 = 270 ( 034, 2164) 5.05
Agmas et al., 2015 —— 3.51( 1.51, 8.18) 15.07
Gelaye et al., 2015 u 236( 0.54, 10.35) 8.35
Awoke et al., 2015 —— 242( 112, 527) 16.07
Overall = 293( 1.73, 495)
Heterogeneity: T = 0.29, T’ = 55.40%, H = 2.24
Test of 0; = 0;: Q(7)=15.69, p=10.03
Test for over all effect: z=4.02, p=0.00
T 1 T
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Random-effects DerSimonian-Laird model: age (>35) vs age (15-34)
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OR: age (>35) vs (15-34)



3. Blood transfusion experience (yes/no)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Biyansa et al., 2019 +—— 2.61( 088, 7.69) 1578
Teweldemedhin et al., 2019 —— 0.74( 040, 1.36) 49.00
Negero et al., 2017 = 2.65( 032, 21.70) 4.17
Yohanes et al., 2017 —— 0.77( 0.24, 2.50) 13.28
Gelaye et al., 2015 ] 0.76( 0.16, 3.64) 7.50
Awoke et al., 2015 L 3.68( 096, 14.06) 10.26
Overall - 1.13( 073, 1.73)
Heterogeneity: I' = 40.81%, H = 1.69
Test of 8;=0;: Q(5)=8.45,p=10.13
Test for overall effect: z=0.54, p=0.59
T T T
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Fixed-effects inverse-variance model: blood transfusion experience
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OR: Blood transfusion experience



4. Contact with cat(yes/no)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Julaetal., 2018 —i— 0.86( 0.54, 1.37) 59.56
Abamecha and Awel, 2016 —— 1.99( 095, 4.15) 2393
Agmas et al., 2015 —®— 725( 299, 17.57) 1651
Overall . 1.50( 1.04, 2.14)
Heterogeneity: I' = 89.01%, H = 9.10
Test of 6; = 6;: Q(2) = 18.20, p=10.00
Test for overall effect: z=2.20, p = 0.03
T T T T
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Fixed-effects inverse-variance model: contact with cat
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OR: cat contact experience



5. Cat presence/ownership(yes/no)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Biyansa et al., 2019 —i— 0.83( 054, 128 997
Teweldemedhin et al., 2019 —— 335( 213, 528) 088
Ahmed etal , 2017 [ 320( 104, 981) 692
Negero etal., 2017 —— 3.72( 1.84, 7.51) 8.84
Negussie et al_, 2017 — — 0.50( 028, 091) 933
Yohanes et al., 2017 -tk 206( 069, 617 7.02
Abamecha and Awel, 2016 —— 152( 063, 3.69) 799
Agmas et al 2015 — B 548( 295, 10.18) 921
Gelaye et al, 2015 ——— 1.89( 071, 505) 7.54
Awoke et al., 2015 —— 294( 1.74, 499) 960
Endris et al., 2014 — M 564( 197, 16.14) 7.23
Zemene et al., 2012 m 5.00( 146, 17.10) 6.45
Overall e 235( 144, 3.85)
Heterogeneity: T =0.59,1 =82.72%, H =5.79
Test of §; = 8- Q(11) = 63.67, p=0.00
Test for overall effect: z=3.40, p=0.00
72 1 2 4 8 16
Random-effects DerSimonian-Laird model: Cat presence/ownership
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6. Contact with (garden) soil (yes/no)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Negero et al., 2017 L] 0.52( 0.22, 127) 1879
Abamecha and Awel, 2016 B 1.40( 0.66, 2.96) 26.51
Agmas et al., 2015 +——— 166( 089, 3.10) 3824
Zemene et al., 2012 L 0.57( 022, 147) 1646
Overall i 1.07( 0.73, 1.58)
Heterogeneity: I = 54.84%, H =2.21
Test of 0; = 6;: Q(3) = 6.64, p=10.08
Test for overall effect: z=0.36, p=0.72
T T T
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Fixed-effects inverse-variance model: contact with (garden) soil
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7. Dog presence/ownership (yes/no)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Biyansa et al., 2019 —i— 091( 059, 1.41) 6261
Yohanes et al., 2017 = 2.50( 1.06, 591) 1590
Endris et al., 2014 1.60( 0.76, 3.35) 21.49
Overall -l 1.21( 086, 1.71)
Heterogeneity: I’ = 58.80%, H = 2.43
Test of B; = 6;: Q(2) =4.85,p=0.09
Test for overall effect: z=1.09, p=0.28
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Fixed-effects inverse-variance model: presence of dogs
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8. Educational level (illiterate/literate)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Biyansa et al., 2019 i 086( 056, 134) 2039
Teweldemedhin et al_, 2019 — 1.55( 084, 289) 1026
Jula etal, 2018 ——r 060( 032, 112) 997
Negero et al, 2017 088( 042, 187) 703
Negussie et al., 2017 4: 1.19( 072, 195) 16.11
Yohanes et al_, 2017 —— 061( 029, 128 727
Abamecha and Awel, 2016 ——.— 186( 068, 5086) 393
Agmas et al., 2015 623( 144, 27.02) 1.84
Gelaye et al., 2015 423( 056, 32.19) 096
Awoke et al_, 2015 — 1.61( 077, 337) 722
Endris et al_, 2014 —— 096( 049, 186) 899
Zemene et al., 2012 —— 0.58( 026, 131) 6.04
Overall - 1.02( 0.83, 124)
Heterogeneity: I = 44.67%, H = 1.81
Test of 8; = 8;- Q(11) = 19.88, p=0.05
Test for overall effect: z=0.17, p=0.87
1;'2 2 3|2
Fixed-effects inverse-variance model: Educational level
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9. Farming or gardening activity (yes/no)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Negussie et al., 2017 B 0.61( 038, 1.00) 74.94
Yohanes et al., 2017 i 1.05( 045, 246) 25.06
Overall —=a e 0.70 (  0.46, 1.08)
Heterogeneity: I’ = 13.49%, I’ = 1.16
Testof 8i=0;: Q(1)=1.16, p=0.28
Test for overall effect: z=-1.62, p=0.10
T T
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Fixed-effects inverse-variance model: farming/gardening activity
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10. Hand washing habit after meat contact (regularly/ sometimes)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Biyansa et al., 2019 B 069( 042, 1.14) 66.51
Negero et al., 2017 B 027( 0.13, 0.54) 33.49
Overall —ll— 0.50( 034, 0.76)

Heterogeneity: I' = 78.22%, I’ = 4.59
Test of 8 =0;: Q(1) =4.59, p=0.03
Test for overall effect: z=-3.30, p = 0.00

1/4 1/2

Fixed-effects inverse-variance model: handwashing habit after meat handling
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11. HIV status (positive/negative)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Ahmed et al., 2017 L] 1.33( 043, 4.16) 23.58
Negero et al., 2017 i 1.82( 039, 850) 12.87
Negussie et al., 2017 | 145( 032, 6.59) 13.28
Gelaye et al., 2015 1.09( 031, 3.85 19.12
Endris et al., 2014 098 ( 036, 2.63) 3l1.16
Overall 1.22( 0.70, 2.13)
Heterogeneity: I' = 0.00%, I’ = 0.14
Test of 6, = 6;: Q(4) =0.55, p=0.97
Test for overall effect: z=0.72, p=0.47
1 1 | T
1/2 1 2 4
Fixed-effects inverse-variance model: HIV status
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12. Knowledge on toxoplasmosis (yes/no)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)

Jula et al., 2018
Ahmed et al., 2017

u 0.13( 0.01, 2.26) 33.40
B 0.13( 0.2, 0.94) 66.60
Overall —_— 0.13( 0.02, 0.66)
Heterogeneity: I = 0.00%, H' = 0.00
Test of 8 =0;: Q(1) =0.00, p=0.98
Test for overall effect: z=-2.46, p=0.01

T T T T
1/128  1/32 1/8 1/2 2

Fixed-effects inverse-variance mode: knowledge on toxoplasmosis
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13. Number of pregnancy (more than one/first)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Biyansa et al., 2019 —i— 0.88( 0.55, 1.39) 17.60
Ahmed et al., 2017 — B 340( 139, 836) 10.02
Negero etal., 2017 —B— 224( 118, 4.25) 14.06
Negussie et al., 2017 i 099( 061, 161) 17.15
Yohanes et al., 2017 1.05( 054, 2.02) 13.75
Abamecha and Awel, 2016 R IR 065( 030, 1.44) 11.53
Awoke et al., 2015 —— 1.78( 1.03, 3.07) 15.89
Overall - 130( 090, 1.88)
Heterogeneity: T = 0.15, I’ = 61.38%, H = 2.59
Test of 0; = 6;: Q(6) =15.54, p=0.02
Test for overall effect: z=1.38, p=10.17
| T T
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Random-effects DerSimonian-I aird model: number of pregnancy
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14. Occupation type (housewife & other activities)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Biyansa et al., 2019 —|.— 1.16(  0.73, 1.85) 12.74
Teweldemedhin et al., 2019 — 3.07( 1.96, 4.81) 1297
Jula et al., 2018 L] 1.19( 043, 329) 6.73
Ahmed et al., 2017 ] 136( 055 3.38) 7.65
Negero et al., 2017 —m—— 1.13( 0.55, 229) 9.70
Negussic et al., 2017 B 1.35( 0.60, 3.05) 8.58
Yohanes et al., 2017 —/—— 1.53( 0.81, 291) 10.54
Abamecha and Awel, 2016 B 1.31( 0.62, 2.75) 0.34
Agmas et al., 2015 —— 399( 226, 7.06) 1141
Gelaye et al., 2015 —B— 0.91( 0.47, 1.76) 10.33
Overall i 1.58( 1.12, 2.22)
Heterogeneity: T = 0.18, T = 62.90%, H' =2.70
Test of 6; = 8;: Q(9) =24.26, p=0.00
Test for overall effect: z=2.60, p=0.01
T T T
12 1 2 4
Random-effects DerSimonian-Laird model: being house wife vs other activities engaged
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OR: being housewife vs other activities engaged
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15. Raw meat consumption habit (yes/no)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Biyansa et al., 2019 —h— 1.16( 069, 195) 970
Teweldemedhin et al_, 2019 - 131( 082, 209) 992
Tula et al., 2018 -l 0.82( 051, 131) 991
Ahmed et al, 2017 —M— 528( 172, 16.19) 6.78
Negero et al_, 2017 — — 0.18( 009, 035 895
Negussie et al_, 2017 = 0.71( 036 138 899
Yohanes et al , 2017 —— 365( 189, 7.05) 9.06
Abamecha and Awel, 2016 — 288( 124, 667) 815
Gelaye et al , 2015 L] 2.19( 050, 9.60) 527
Awoke et al_, 2015 - — 1.76 ( 1.04, 296) 970
Endris et al., 2014 | 0.57( 012, 2.72) 496
Zemene et al., 2012 —t 090( 042, 189 861
Overall 1.23( 077, 1.98)
Heterogeneity: T = 0.52,1 =81.94%, H =5.54
Test of 8, = 8, Q(11) = 60.91, p = 0.00
Test for overall effect: z=0.88, p=10.38
1/8 12 2 8
Random-effects DerSimonian-Laird model: raw meat consumption experince
Funnel plot
0 —
2
[ ] [ ]
® ]
?g ) ® °
5 ®
Wl
[
6
Pseudo 95% CI
[ Studies
®
£ . Estimated B
| 1 | | I
2 -1 0 1 2

OR: raw meat consumption

15



16. Raw milk consumption habit(yes/no)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Biyansa et al., 2019 —— 0.77( 0.50, 1.19) 4285
Teweldemedhin et al., 2019 ——— 106( 0.63, 1.77) 3047
Jula et al., 2018 i 0.26( 0.11, 0.61) 11.03
Negero et al., 2017 B 0.83( 041, 1.70) 15.65
Overall P> 0.76 ( 0.57, 1.01)
Heterogeneity: I = 61.74%, H = 2.61
Test of 8; =0;: Q(3)=7.84, p=0.05
Test for overall effect: z=-1.88, p=10.06
T T T
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Fixed-effects inverse-variance model: raw milk consumption experience
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17. Raw vegetable consumption habit(yes/no)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Biyansa et al., 2019 o B 1.41( 089, 222) 1333
Teweldemedhin et al., 2019 - 3.08( 1.86, 5.09) 1294
Jula et al., 2018 —— 0.77( 033, 1.81) 984
Ahmed etal., 2017 ——— 479( 184, 1249) 898
Negero et al., 2017 —— 024( 0.06, 0.92) 6.31
Negussie et al., 2017 B 0.89( 0.55, 1.45) 13.08
Yohanes et al., 2017 — 260( 132, 5.15) 1135
Gelaye et al., 2015 1.14( 058, 2.25) 11.40
Awoke et al., 2015 090( 0.53, 1.51) 12.77
Overall 136( 0.88, 2.12)
Heterogeneity: T = 0.33, I’ = 76.35%, H' =4.23
Test of 6; = 6;: Q(8) =33.82, p=10.00
Test for overall effect: z=1.38, p=0.17
T T T T
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Random-effects DerSimonian-Laird model: raw vegetable consumption experience
Funnel plot
0 —
2
®
: ] °
o L °
c
2 4
el ®
(7]
[ ]
6
Pzeudo 95% CI
L]
® Studies
8 = Estimated 8~
| 1 I | I
2 -1 0 1 2

OR: raw vegetable consumption experience
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18. Religion (Christian vs Muslim)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Ahmed et al., 2017 098 ( 031, 3.07) 20.38
Negussie et al., 2017 092( 045, 1.88) 5294
Endris et al., 2014 L 1.33( 049, 3.63) 26.68
Overall el 1.03( 061, 1.73)
Heterogeneity: I’ = 0.00%, H = 0.17
Test of ;= 6;: Q(2)=0.35,p=0.84
Test for overall effect: z=0.11, p=0.91
T T
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Fixed-effects inverse-variance model: religion
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19. Residence (rural vs urban)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Biyansa et al., 2019 — 0.82( 0.53, 1.26) 12.62
Teweldemedhin et al., 2019 —— 359( 227, 568 1241
Jula etal., 2018 e e 0.89( 0.50, 1.59) 11.39
Negero et al., 2017 —B— 2.37( 1.15, 4.86) 10.20
Negussie et al., 2017 [ | 1.42( 0.48, 422) 7.38
Yohanes et al., 2017 L 1.33( 0.37, 4.80) 6.17
Abamecha and Awel, 2016 — ] 0.67( 0.32, 1.41) 9098
Agmas et al., 2015 — M 294( 131, 6.58) 948
Awoke et al., 2015 —— 1.60( 0.78, 3.28) 10.18
Endris et al., 2014 T 1.21( 0.59, 2.49) 10.18
Overall i 1.46 ( 0.96, 2.23)
Heterogeneity: 1 = 0.32, 1’ = 73.24%, H =3.74
Test of 6; = 0;: Q(9) = 33.64, p=0.00
Test for overall effect: z=1.78, p=0.08
T T T
12 1 2 4
Random-effects DerSimonian-Laird model: residence
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20. Water source quality (unsafe/safe)

OR Weight
Study with 95% CI (%)
Biyansa et al., 2019 —h— 1.14( 068, 1.91) 23.28
Teweldemedhin et al., 2019 —— 3.04( 1.28, 7.24) 8.37
Jula et al., 2018 +—— 1.62( 0.93, 2.81) 20.77
Negero et al., 2017 —— 244 ( 1.20, 499) 1234
Yohanes et al., 2017 = 1.05( 0.21, 5.09) 251
Agmas et al., 2015 - 1.69( 0.83, 3.42) 12.65
Awoke et al., 2015 2.34( 091, 6.02) 7.03
Endris et al., 2014 L 091 ( 0.36, 2.29) 7.46
Zemene et al., 2012 0.76 ( 0.26, 2.18) 5.60
Overall 1.55( 1.21, 1.99)
Heterogeneity: I = 14.22%, H' = 1.17
Test of 0; = 6;: Q(8)=9.33,p=10.32
Test for overall effect: z=3.42, p=0.00
T T T
1/4 1/2 1 4
Fixed-effects inverse-variance model: water source
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